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PER CURI AM

Randy Terry appeals fromthe district court’s order revoking
his supervised release and sentencing him to nine nonths’
i mprisonnment after he admtted to four violations of his supervised
release. Terry's attorney has filed a brief pursuant to Anders V.
California, 386 U. S. 738 (1967), representing that, in his view,
there are no neritorious issues for appeal, but raising the issue
of whether the district court abused its discretion by revoking
Terry’s supervised release and inposing a nine-nonth sentence.
Terry has filed a pro se supplenental brief arguing that his
underlying conviction was not valid, and therefore the subject
nine-nonth revocation sentence is also invalid. Fi nding no
meritorious issues and no error by the district court, we affirm
t he revocation order and the ni ne-nonth sentence.

In light of Terry's adm ssion that he commtted the all eged
violations of his supervision, we find no abuse of discretion by
the district court in revoking Terry's supervised release and
i mposi ng a nine-nonth sentence. See 18 U.S.C. A 8 3583(e)(3) (West

2000 & Supp. 2003); United States v. Davis, 53 F.3d 638, 642-43

(4th Gir. 1995).

Terry seeks to challenge the sufficiency of the evidence to
support his underlying conviction for wire fraud. “[A] supervised
rel ease revocation proceeding is not the proper forumin which to

attack the conviction giving rise to the revocation.” Uni t ed



States v. Hofierka, 83 F.3d 357, 363 (11th G r. 1996); see United

States v. Thomas, 934 F.2d 840, 846 (7th G r. 1991).

I n accordance with Anders, we have i ndependently revi ewed the
entire record and find no neritorious issues for appeal.
Accordingly we affirmthe district court’s order revoking Terry's
supervi sed rel ease and i nmposi ng a ni ne-nonth sentence. This court
requires that counsel informhis client, in witing, of his right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further
revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but
counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy t hereof was
served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because the
facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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